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KfSC^^I^^;>l8 , are rejected imder^S U.S.G; 102(e) as being anticipated by U:S. Patient^ 

' o •. ■■' v;- r-^^FrcIimina * 

:X ^)|#f^f^p|^A;a^ 
V > language in claim 1; which uses the pWase: ^ 



Vebe^^ that: the^refCTeiick^ 


^ ^iHamigan fails to teach the combination of elements of claim 1 • In particular, Harinig^mi; 
fails^to t^aclv the combination of: "assigning sets of media signal samples into classes;" and ^ 
"computing a statistical distribution ofthe. Harare" as claimed. Assiiming for the sake of 
argi^mt ^ image blocks correspond to the cl^ed^te'ytheh Hannigan teaches^ 

computing a variance of each set and ranking the sets based on the variance of each individual 
s<&|^ does not assign the blocks into classes ^dtl^ proceed to compute^: 

^ati^i^^i^ of the ctassfo as claimed. Therefore, Hannig^ f^ls to anticipate claiiri 1^ 

y^SS ^Ji?™ 8 1 3X6 patentable oyer Hannigan for the same reasons as claim 1 and included 


: i^^g^gap fails to teach the claimed approach of using characteristics computed from the ; 
^S^gJ^ta-^up^^ into classes and modeling the statistical dis^butidh of the samples in thfe 
cl^ses : as claimed. Hannigan does not teach assigning samples to classes; in the manner claimed, 
and modeling the statistical distribution of the classes. Assuming that Hannigan's calculation of 
variance of individual blocks is equivalent to modeling a statistical distribution, Hannigan still 
does not teach the claimed process of assigning samples into classes using characteristics 
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v samples into classes.^ TKctp not aiitidp^e^ 



/ ; V w s^ipl&ftq^ the/clas^sp^ 

' : V£ : >U i dflQte'ih^ claim 1 5 : li^:-t>^^'broa(lened-.and clarifie&ii^ the reference ta^: ; ^ ; 

"sets" becaiuse Applicant is entitled to claim more scope in view of the art of record. 

: ^lmm^^ Hanhigan for the same reasons as claim 15 and include ^ I; 


Claim 1? ' ' .'V- ■ 

The Office has failed to; establish that teaches the elements of claim 19. The cited : y 

passages of Rhoads i do not teaidh a method of estimating a watermark signal from a media signal; ; ; c . r 
sui^^t^ of containing signal as claimed. For example^ there is no teaching X>iF : l ;^ 

Modeling distributions of the^cla^ses" as claimed. It is difficult to pare the rej ection because / -P] 
there ^ is no clear indication of what teachings in Rhoads correspond to "assigning samples of the ^ > 
suspect signal into classes based on signal characteristics of the samples." What are the signal 
characteristics allegedly used in Rhoads to assign samples into classes? Where does Rhoads t 


Because Rhoads does not teach the combination of elements in claim 19, it does not 
anticipate the claim. Claim 20 is patentable over Rhoads for the same reasons as claim 19. 
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